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The purpose of this study was to assess the effects of a standard protocol supplemental 
expository text structure intervention (i.e., Structures) on 45 4th and 5th graders 
experiencing reading difficulties. Students were enrolled in six K-8 parochial schools 
located in a Midwestern suburban city. Within classrooms, students were randomly 
assigned to Structures intervention or a business-as-usual control condition. Students in 
the Structures condition were taught to identify and discriminate among the five text 
structures used by authors of expository text (Meyer, 1975, 1985): description, sequence, 
cause/effect, compare/contrast, and problem/solution. Students in the business-as-usual 
control condition participated in the same activities or instruction provided by their 
respective classroom teachers. At post-test, experimental students (n = 24) significantly 
outperformed control students (n = 21) on a proximal (i.e., linked directly with the 
instructional focus of the intervention) researcher-created measure assessing the ability of 
students to identify text structures (d = 0.94). Experimental students did not significantly 
outperform controls on a distal (i.e., not linked directly with the instructional focus of the 
intervention) researcher-created measure assessing expository reading comprehension (d 
= 0.14) or on a delayed distal norm-referenced measure of expository reading 
	   	   	  
comprehension (d = -0.11). The results, practical implications, and limitations are 
discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
The skills needed to read and comprehend expository or informational text are 
different than those needed to read and comprehend narrative text (Meyer, 1975). 
Authors of narrative text use a familiar structure involving characters, a setting, a 
problem and resolution of the problem (Ray & Meyer, 2011). In contrast, authors of 
expository text use multiple text structures, may switch abruptly from one text structure 
to the next or even embed one text structure within another text structure, increasing the 
complexity of the text (Englert & Hiebert, 1984). Furthermore, expository text is often 
about unfamiliar concepts, requires students to create inferences, use prior knowledge, 
and reason, increasing cognitive load (Armbruster, 1988; Ray & Meyer, 2011; van Dijk 
& Kintsch, 1983).  
Students who struggle with reading comprehension have particular trouble when 
reading expository text (Duke, Pearson, Strachan, & Billman, 2011; Sáenz & Fuchs, 
2002; Taylor & Williams, 1983). Researchers suggest teaching expository text structures 
to students experiencing reading difficulties, particularly younger readers, may improve 
reading comprehension (Englert & Hiebert, 1984; McGee, 1982; Meyer, Brandt, & Bluth, 
1980; Ray & Meyer, 2011; Taylor, 1980). Meyer (1975, 1985) identified and described 
five primary text structures: description, sequence, compare/contrast, cause/effect, and 
problem/solution. Authors of expository text use description to tell about something, 
sequence to tell about the order things happen, compare/contrast to make a connection 
between two things by telling the similarities and differences, cause/effect to tell how an 
event leads to an outcome, and problem/solution to tell how a problem might be solved. 
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These expository text structures are commonly used by researchers assessing the effects 
of text structure instruction (e.g., Englert, Raphael, Anthony, Anderson, & Stevens, 1991; 
Hall, Sabey, & McClellan, 2005; Meyer et al., 2002).  
To date, it appears that only six expository text structure intervention efficacy 
studies have been conducted with students experiencing reading difficulties. These 
studies have been conducted with high school students (Russell, 2005; Smith & Friend, 
1986), middle school students (Bakken, Mastropieri, & Scruggs, 1997; Wilkins, 2007) 
and elementary students (McLaughlin, 1990; Ocasio, 2006). It is surprising that only two 
studies have been conducted with elementary aged students experiencing reading 
difficulties because expository text structure instruction may be more beneficial to 
students if taught in elementary school to help prepare them for the increasing need to 
comprehend informational text (Meyer et al., 1980; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  
A review of these six studies indicated three areas of concern. First, the criteria 
used to determine which students were eligible for inclusion in the studies were not 
clearly defined. Defining inclusion and exclusion criteria is important to understanding 
the external validity of the studies. Clear inclusion and exclusion criteria allow 
researchers to understand the population(s) of students that expository text structure 
instruction is effective for and replicate previous research. Furthermore, well-defined 
study samples allow educators to match effective interventions with the specific needs of 
their students. Second, researchers of the two studies conducted with elementary-aged 
students did not assess the effects of comprehensive text structure instruction (i.e., 
instruction in five of the expository text structures) used by authors. This is problematic 
because the results of a recent meta-analysis suggest that it may be more efficacious to 
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teach students experiencing reading difficulties the full array of expository text structures 
used by authors (Hebert, Bohaty, Nelson & Brown, 2015). Third, researchers of all six 
studies used only proximal, researcher-created measures aligned directly with the 
intervention effects assessed. They did not assess treatment effects using distal, norm-
referenced measures. This is problematic because using both proximal and distal 
measures is an important indicator of the quality of the study outcomes (Gersten et al., 
2005). 
Statement of the Problem 
Although elementary-aged students experiencing reading difficulties are likely to 
benefit from expository text structure instruction, only two studies have been conducted 
to date. Additionally, researchers have not assessed the proximal and distal effects of 
teaching all five expository text structures on this population of students. The problem, 
then was that little is known about the effects of comprehensive text structure instruction 
on the proximal and distal reading outcomes of elementary-aged students experiencing 
reading difficulties.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
 The purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of a standard protocol 
intervention, called Structures, on elementary-aged students experiencing reading 
difficulties. The study was designed to examine the first module of a three-module 
intervention. Module 1 was designed to teach students how to identify and discriminate 
among five text structures. Modules 2 & 3 were designed to teach students how to take 
notes on important information related to the text structures and write analyses and 
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interpretations of expository text, respectively. Modules 2 & 3 were not used in this 
study. 
 Structures Module 1 uses discrimination training and explicit instruction 
techniques to help students understand the differences between the text structures. 
Teachers introduce each text structure with a definition and examples then model how to 
discriminate among the structures. Students are given guided and independent practice 
opportunities throughout the program. 
I examined the effectiveness of Structures Module 1 on the text structure 
identification and comprehension of elementary-aged (i.e., 4th and 5th grade) students 
experiencing reading difficulties. The three guiding research questions for the study 
included:  
1. What are the proximal effects (i.e., linked directly with the instructional focus of 
the intervention) of Structures on the ability of students to identify expository text 
structures compared to those in the business-as-usual control condition? 
2. What are the distal effects (i.e., researcher-created measure of reading 
comprehension not linked directly with the instructional focus of the intervention) 
of Structures on the ability of students to comprehend expository text representing 
multiple text structures compared to those in the business-as-usual control 
condition? 
3. What are the delayed distal effects (i.e., norm-referenced measure of reading 
comprehension not linked directly with the instructional focus of the intervention) 
of Structures on the ability of students to comprehend expository text compared to 
those in the business-as-usual control condition? 
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I included the proximal measure of text structure identification because it directly 
related to the skills taught during the module. I hypothesized that the experimental 
students would outperform the control students on this measure.  
 The distal measures of comprehension were included to examine whether the 
effects of instruction in text structure identification would transfer to expository reading 
comprehension. The specific measures are described in the Method section. I 
hypothesized that experimental group students would outperform students on the 
researcher-created measure of comprehension, as the reading task required by the 
measure was similar to the reading tasks completed in the intervention. Although students 
were not working specifically on comprehension, I expected some carryover effects, as 
students’ understanding of text structures may have led them to a stronger understanding 
of texts written using those structures. On the other hand, I did not expect statistically 
significant differences between the groups on the norm-referenced measure of expository 
reading comprehension, as it is more difficult to produce changes on norm-referenced 
measures (Lipsey et al., 2012), and this was a relatively short intervention.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
In this chapter an overview of the results of a recent meta-analysis examining the 
efficacy research on the effects of expository text structure instruction on reading 
comprehension related to the present study are presented first (Hebert et al., 2015). 
Following this overview, the efficacy studies conducted with students experiencing 
reading difficulties are reviewed. These studies are directly linked to the present study. 
The review of these efficacy studies is followed by a discussion of how the proposed 
study builds on and extends previous efficacy studies conducted with students 
experiencing reading difficulties and the associated research questions.  
Overview of Meta-Analysis  
A recent meta-analysis was conducted of the 44 text structure efficacy studies 
conducted with school-age students (Hebert et al., 2015). These studies met the following 
inclusion criteria: 
1. The researchers provided empirical evidence relevant to the research. 
2. The report was published in English. 
3. An experimental, quasi-experimental, or counterbalanced design was employed. 
4. The study was conducted with school-age participants in grades 1 through 12. 
5. Students in the treatment group received instruction in one or more of five 
expository text structures identified by Meyer (1985): description, sequence, 
compare/contrast, cause/effect, and problem/solution.  
6. An expository reading comprehension outcome measure was included.  
Of the 44 studies, researchers of 20 and 24 studies used experimental designs or 
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quasi-experimental research designs, respectively. Twenty-one of the studies were 
published papers while twenty-three were unpublished dissertations, conference papers 
and technical reports. A total of 9,104 students served as participants in the 44 studies. 
Note that few researchers reported information on student characteristics (e.g., gender, 
ethnicity). Of these 9,104 participants, a total of 298 students experiencing reading 
difficulties served as participants in six studies. Ninety-four of these students were in 
high school (Russell, 2005; Smith & Friend, 1986), 81 were in middle school (Bakken, et 
al., 1997; Wilkins, 2007), and 123 were in elementary school (McLaughlin, 1990; 
Ocasio, 2006).  
Results of the meta-analysis revealed three important findings directly linked to 
the proposed study. First, the obtained overall average weighted effect size of .57 (CI = 
0.39, 0.76) indicates that expository text structure instruction improves student reading 
comprehension. Furthermore, results indicate that this instruction appears to improve the 
reading comprehension of students experiencing reading difficulties. The average 
weighted effect size for this population of students was 0.96 (CI = 0.44, 1.47) indicating 
text structure instruction has a large effect for this population of students. However, there 
was a great deal of variability in the obtained study level effects for the six studies 
conducted with students experiencing reading difficulties (see Studies Conducted with 
Students Experiencing Reading Difficulties section). For example, the obtained effect 
sizes for the studies conducted by McLaughlin (1990) and Ocasio (2006) conducted with 
elementary-aged students were 0.11 and 2.81, respectively.  
 Second, there is evidence that the comprehensiveness of the text structure 
instruction provided to students affects the strength of the treatment outcomes. 
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Researchers of the 44 studies reviewed in the meta-analysis taught students one (n=13), 
two (n=15), three (n=4), four (n=5) or five (n=7) text structures. The results from the 
meta-analysis of expository text structure instruction indicated an expected 0.13 standard 
deviation increase for each text structure taught after the first one. This suggests that 
students may benefit more from comprehensive expository text structure instruction. A 
brief descriptive analysis of the type of text structures taught revealed the most 
commonly taught text structure was compare/contrast (n=33), followed by simple 
description (n=21), cause/effect (n=20), problem solution (n=18), and sequence (n=16).  
Third, a majority of researchers did not assess treatment effects using both 
proximal (i.e., researcher-created measures linked directly with the instructional focus of 
the intervention) and distal (i.e., norm-referenced measures not aligned directly with the 
intervention effects) measures of reading comprehension. Researchers of 37 of the 44 
studies used only proximal measures of reading comprehension; whereas, researchers of 
five studies used only distal measures of reading comprehension. Researchers of the 
remaining two studies used both proximal and distal measures of reading comprehension 
(Wijekumar, Meyer & Lei, 2012; Wijekumar et al., 2014). The average weighted effect 
sizes varied for the proximal and distal measures of reading comprehension. The average 
weighted effect sizes for the proximal and distal measures were 0.57 and 0.13, 
respectively. This suggests that treatment effects are less pronounced when distal 
measures of reading comprehension are used to assess the effects of expository text 
structure instruction.  
Description of Studies Conducted with Students Experiencing Reading Difficulties 
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Researchers of six studies assessed the effects of expository text structure 
instruction with students experiencing reading difficulties. These studies were conducted 
with students at the high-, middle-, and elementary-school levels. The review of each 
study focused on three aspects related to the present study. The first aspect centered on 
the inclusion criteria used to select research samples experiencing reading difficulties. 
This information enables a clearer understanding of the population(s) of students at risk 
for reading difficulties the research samples can be generalized to. Students at risk for 
reading difficulties who have participated in text structure instruction research may have 
specific characteristics important for researchers to know to guide future investigations.  
The second aspect of the studies focused on the text structure instruction provided 
to students experiencing reading difficulties. Specifically, the text structures taught, the 
number and length of training sessions, and the scope and sequence of instruction (i.e., 
the sequence in which text structures were taught and primary instructional elements used 
to teach the text structures such as signal words, graphic organizers, and writing) were 
reviewed.  
The final aspect reviewed centered on the comprehensiveness of the measurement 
approach and associated treatment outcomes. Comprehensive measurement would 
include both proximal and distal outcome measures.  
High school. Russell (2005) investigated the effects of teaching text structures 
with 9th grade students experiencing reading difficulties. A two-step process was used to 
identify students eligible for inclusion in the study. At the first step, the district’s testing 
coordinator identified eighth grade students who were ineligible for the state reading 
assessment (i.e., these students completed the State Functional Reading Inventory in lieu 
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of the state reading assessment) or below grade level on the state reading assessment. A 
total of 60 students were identified by the testing coordinator. No specific information 
was provided regarding the criteria used to determine students ineligible for the state 
reading assessment or the extent to which students were below grade level on the state 
reading assessment. At the second step of the screening process, researchers administered 
the Qualitative Reading Inventory-3 (QRI-3; Leslie & Caldwell, 2001) to the 60 students 
identified in the first step of the screening process. Students reading one or more years 
below grade level as determined by the QRI-3 were eligible to participate in the study. 
The QRI-3 provided information on the student reading levels (i.e., independent, 
instructional, frustration), reading strengths and needs, and growth and change in reading 
levels over time. The specific criteria used to determine that students were one or more 
years below grade level were not identified. Although the QRI-3 generates reading levels, 
they are not directly linked to specific grade levels. Fifty-six of the 60 students identified 
at the first step met the eligibility criteria. Sixteen of the 56 students dropped out prior to 
the start of the intervention period. Thus, 40 9th grade students who met the inclusion 
criteria participated in the study.  
Students were taught the description, compare/contrast, sequence, and 
cause/effect text structures. Instruction occurred across 45 consecutive instructional 
sessions. No information was provided on the length of the sessions. A general scope and 
sequence of instruction included a three-phase process of “challenging task in appropriate 
text” (Russell, 2005, p. 38). Students in the treatment and control groups participated in 
the first two phases of the process. In the first phase, students re-read previously studied 
texts. In the second phase, students practiced pre-reading and during-reading strategies 
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and word study skills. In the third phase, students in the treatment group learned 
strategies for identifying and using text structures. The major instructional elements 
included analyzing the structure of text using graphic organizers and writing brief 
summaries of passages. No specific information was provided about how to use graphic-
organizer or summary-writing instruction. The description of the intervention materials 
and text structure instruction was not detailed and would not enable replication of the 
study.  
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes. Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with a 
researcher-created proximal oral retell measure based on passages obtained from the 
Qualitative Reading Inventory – 3 (QRI-3) administered at pre-test and post-test. 
Students read passages of increasing difficulty until they scored in the frustration range as 
determined by the number of miscues. Students were then asked to tell everything they 
could remember about the passage. Passages were scored according to the complete 
representation of the main idea. Inter-rater agreement on 52% of protocols was 99%. The 
effect size for the researcher-created measure of expository comprehension was 1.96. A 
standardized measure of comprehension was not used. 
Smith and Friend (1986) investigated the effects of teaching text structures with 
9th – 12th grade students with learning disabilities (LD) who were experiencing reading 
difficulties. Students were eligible for inclusion in the study if their grade level score on 
the Wide Range Reading Test (Wilkinson & Robertson, 2006) was 4.0 or higher. No 
information was provided regarding the basis of this score (e.g., composite or subtest, 
decoding or comprehension). The researchers reported that this criterion was used to 
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ensure students reading abilities matched the grade level content of the intervention 
materials. A total of 88 students with LD met the inclusion criteria. Researchers dropped 
34 of the 88 students because they were not present for all training and testing sessions. 
Thus, 54 9th-12th grade students who met the inclusion criteria participated in the study.  
Students were taught the description, compare/contrast, sequence, cause/effect 
and problem/solution text structures. Instruction occurred across four 50-minute 
consecutive instructional sessions. The scope and sequence of instruction across the four 
lessons was as follows. On day 1, teachers explained the purpose of the instruction and 
the difference between content and structure. On day 2, students were introduced to 
sequence, problem/solution, and compare/contrast text structures. On day 3, students 
reviewed previously learned material and were introduced to description and cause/effect 
text structures. Students also learned a 7-step strategy for using text structures in content 
area textbooks. Note that the researchers did not provide a description of the seven-step 
text structure strategy. On day 4, students reviewed previously learned material and used 
the newly learned strategies while reading passages from the district social studies 
textbook. The major instructional element included practicing identifying signal words 
that cued the structure of the text. No specific information was provided about signal-
word instruction. Instructional materials included scripted teacher protocols, supportive 
transparencies, and five student activity packets.  
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with a researcher-
created, proximal, free recall measure administered at pre-test, post-test, and delayed 
post-test. Three free recall passages were written at ninth and tenth grade reading levels 
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(Dale-Chall, 1948). One passage was used for each testing period (i.e., pre-test post-test 
and delayed post-test). Passages contained 199, 150, and 128 idea units, respectively. 
Students read a passage then wrote all they could remember. Free recalls were scored 
using Meyer’s discourse analysis procedures (Meyer, 1975). Intra-rater reliability on a 
10% random sample of protocols was .87 and .84 for the post-test and delayed post-test, 
respectively. No reliability information was provided for the pre-test. The effect size for 
the researcher-created measure of expository comprehension was .96.  
Middle school. Bakken and colleagues (1997) investigated the effects of teaching 
text structures with 8th grade students with LD who were experiencing reading 
difficulties. The students with LD were eligible for inclusion in the study if they: 1) were 
identified by special education teachers as having reading comprehension difficulties; 2) 
were unfamiliar with intervention content (i.e., expository text structures) as identified by 
classroom teachers; and 3) had IQ’s greater than 85. Students’ IQ’s were determined by 
the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (Wechsler, 1974) or the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition (Wechsler, 1991). The researchers did not 
specify the criteria used by teachers to determine that students were experiencing reading 
comprehension difficulties or that students were unfamiliar with the intervention content. 
Thus, 54 8th grade students with LD who met the inclusion criteria participated in the 
study.  
Students were taught the description, and sequence text structures. Students were 
individually instructed across three 30-minute, consecutive instructional sessions. The 
scope and sequence of instruction was as follows. On day 1, students learned why text 
structures were important and the utility of the text structure strategy. On day 2, teachers 
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explained a two-step strategy for identifying the description text structure and students 
practiced using the strategy. On day 3, teachers explained a two-step strategy for 
identifying the sequence text structure and students practiced using the strategy. The 
major instructional element included teaching signal words associated with each of the 
text structures. No specific information was provided about signal-word instruction. 
Instructional materials included implementation scripts, student booklets, and expository 
passages. The implementation scripts provided step-by-step directions for teaching and 
practicing new strategies, the sequence of instruction, types of questioning, and feedback. 
Student booklets contained a list of signal words specific to each text structure, example 
passages using each type of text structure, a strategy specific to each text structure, and 
additional practice passages for each text structure type.  
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes. Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with a 
researcher-created, proximal free retell measure administered at immediate post-test and 
delayed post-test. Twelve passages approximately 100 words in length were written at an 
eighth grade reading level using Fry’s (1977) readability graph. Researchers did not 
report the number of passages students read during each testing period or the number of 
idea units contained in each passage. The passage was played on an audiotape while 
students listened and followed along in their test booklets. Students studied the passage 
for four minutes, then the passage was removed and students told all they could 
remember. This process was repeated for all test passages. Passages were scored 
according to the number of central (i.e., the most important ideas in the passage) and 
incidental (i.e., extra, but still important) idea units recalled. Inter-rater agreement on a 
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20% random sample of protocols was .86. The effect size for the researcher-created 
measure of expository comprehension was 2.17.  
Wilkins (2007) investigated the effects of teaching text structures with 7th and 8th 
grade students experiencing reading difficulties. Students were identified for inclusion in 
the study based on the principal’s recommendation for students who would benefit from 
the intervention. All of the students considered by the principal were receiving remedial 
reading instruction in one of two literacy support classrooms. Although no specific 
information was provided on the criteria used by the principal, students served in the 
remedial literacy support classrooms scored below the 30th percentile on state reading 
assessments. A total of 49 students were recommended by the principal. Of the 49 
students, the parents of 19 did not provide consent for their child to participate in the 
study. Thus, 30 7th and 8th grade students who met the inclusion criteria participated in 
the study. 
Students were taught the cause/effect text structure. Instruction occurred across 
five 30-minute sessions, two times per week. A specific daily scope and sequence of 
instruction was provided. On day 1, teachers explained the definitions of expository text 
and the cause/effect text structure. On days 2-5, students reviewed previously learned 
material and used the newly learned strategies while reading researcher-provided 
passages. The major instructional elements included using signal words to identify the 
text structure, completing graphic organizers, and using the graphic organizers to write 
summaries. Students were taught four signal words or phrases (i.e., because, then, causes, 
as a result) then highlighted signal words in passages. No specific information was 
provided about graphic-organizer or summary-writing instruction. Instructional materials 
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included scripted lesson plans, overhead transparencies of passages, student booklets 
containing eleven passages used for instruction, and worksheets related to each lesson.  
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes. Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with two 
researcher-created proximal measures: the Test of Comprehension of Expository Text 
(TOCET) and a Curriculum Based Measure (CBM) Maze assessment. Both measures 
were administered at pre-test, post-test, and delayed post-test. Researchers developed two 
forms of the TOCET (Form A and Form B). Each form used the same five passages 
presented in a different order. Passages were written between fifth and twelfth grade 
reading levels according to Fry (1977) readability levels and ranged between 107 and 139 
words in length. Students read a passage then wrote a free recall of all they could 
remember. Students repeated these steps for each passage. All passages were written 
using science content. The TOCET was scored according to the number of central (the 
most important ideas), incidental (details), and total (both central and incidental) idea 
units recalled. Inter-rater agreement was .80. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .69 for 
Form A and .82 for Form B. 
Three science passages were used for the CBM Maze, one at each testing period 
(pre-test, post-test, delayed post-test). Passages had a Fry’s (1977) readability level of 
7.1, 7.1, and 6.9, respectively. Students were given two minutes to read a passage in 
which every seventh word was deleted and replaced with a choice of three words. 
Students choose the correct word from a list of three. Reliability coefficients for the CBM 
Maze exceed .90 (Shin, Deno, & Espin, 2000). The combined effect size based on the 
two researcher-created measures of expository comprehension was -0.07. 
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Elementary school. McLaughlin (1990) investigated the effects of teaching text 
structures with 5th grade students experiencing reading difficulties. Students were eligible 
for inclusion in the study if their 4th grade score on the Total Reading portion of the 
California Achievement Test, level 15C (California Achievement Tests, 1977) was 
between the 14th and 35th percentile. Students scoring below the 14th percentile were 
excluded to ensure included students had the basic reading skills necessary to benefit 
from the expository text structure intervention. A total of 78 students met the eligibility 
criteria. Researchers dropped 10 of the 78 students due to absenteeism and parent 
withdrawal of consent. Thus, 68 5th grade students who met the inclusion criteria 
participated in the study.  
Students were taught the compare/contrast text structure. Instruction occurred 
during one 60-minute session. Within this lesson, students learned the definition of the 
compare/contrast text structure and how to identify the things being compared and 
contrasted. The major instructional element included using graphic organizers. Students 
were taught to use a Venn diagram in a three-step process. First, teachers explained how 
to use a Venn diagram, highlighting the similarities and differences. Second, students 
used a partially completed Venn diagram to predict the two things being compared and 
contrasted. Third, students read a passage and completed the Venn diagram. Instructional 
materials included scripted directions, a Venn diagram on an overhead transparency used 
by the teacher, paper copies of a Venn diagram used by students, and expository 
passages. 
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes. Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with one 
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researcher-created proximal measure: a free recall task using six target passages written 
at three levels of difficulty: easy (grade equivalent 4.0 to 4.9), average (grade equivalent 
5.0 to 5.9), and difficult (grade equivalent 6.0 to 6.9) administered at post-test. All 
passages were between 282 and 318 words in length. Students read a passage then wrote 
a free recall of all they could remember. The free-recall protocols were scored according 
to Johnson’s (1970) scoring procedures, which included the number of idea units (i.e., 
major ideas) and central idea units (i.e. main idea) recalled. Inter-rater agreement on 9% 
of protocols was .73. The effect size for the researcher-created measure of expository 
comprehension was .11.  
Ocasio (2006) investigated the effects of teaching text structures with 5th grade 
students experiencing reading difficulties. Students were identified for inclusion in the 
study if they were unresponsive to remedial reading instruction provided over the entire 
4th grade year. Students were considered unresponsive if they showed inadequate 
performance on the core basal reading series assessments or the state reading assessment. 
No specific information was provided regarding the criteria used to determine inadequate 
performance on the core basal reading series assessments or state reading assessment. 
Fifty-eight 5th grade students who met the inclusion criteria participated. 
Students were taught the compare/contrast, cause/effect, sequence, and 
problem/solution structures. Instruction occurred across sixteen 30-minute consecutive 
school-day sessions. Each of the four text structures was instructed across four days. A 
general daily scope and sequence of instruction was provided and repeated every 4 days. 
On day 1, students highlighted key pieces of information presented in the passages (i.e., 
similarities and differences, steps in a sequence, problem and proposed solution, cause 
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and effect). On day 2, teachers made and filled in a chart that listed the key pieces of 
information. On day 3, students gave an oral summary of the passage using the teacher-
made chart. On day 4, students wrote a summary of the passage. The major instructional 
elements included using graphic organizers and writing. Students were taught to use the 
information from a graphic organizer to provide an oral and written summary of the 
passage. Teachers modeled then guided student practice giving oral summaries. No 
specific information was provided about summary-writing instruction. Instructional 
materials included teacher lesson plans and expository passages drawn from leveled 
resource materials, however, the description of the instructional materials and text 
structure instruction was not detailed and would not enable replication of the study. 
The researcher did not use a comprehensive approach to measurement to assess 
the treatment outcomes. Students’ reading comprehension was assessed with a 
researcher-created, proximal written summary administered at pre-test and post-test. Two 
free recall passages were written, one for the pre-test and one for the post-test. Students 
read the passage then wrote all they could remember. The written summary protocols 
were scored according to the number of correct key facts and topics recalled in sequence 
and important details recalled using vocabulary from the text. Students could score 
between 0 and 20 points. No reliability information was provided for the written 
summary measure. The effect size for the researcher-created measure of expository 
comprehension was 2.81. 
Summary 
 It appears that only six expository text structure instruction efficacy studies have 
been conducted with students experiencing reading difficulties. Examination of these 
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studies revealed three issues related to the present study. First, researchers failed to use 
clearly defined inclusion criteria for the study samples. The lack of clarity regarding the 
inclusion criteria makes it difficult to know the population of at-risk students to whom the 
results generalize. Additionally, only two of the six studies were conducted with 
elementary-aged students experiencing reading difficulties.  
Second, with the exception of one study conducted with high school students 
(Smith & Friend, 1986), researchers did not teach all five expository text structures. At 
the elementary level, McLaughlin (1990) taught the compare/contrast text structure and 
Ocasio (2006) taught compare/contrast, sequence, problem/solution, and cause/effect text 
structures. This is problematic because as noted above there is a 0.13 effect size increase 
for each text structure taught after the first one. This suggests that students at risk of 
reading difficulties may achieve better outcomes if taught all five text structures.  
Finally, researchers of the two studies conducted with elementary-aged students 
experiencing reading difficulties used only proximal measures to assess the effects of text 
structure instruction. The Institute of Education Sciences “What Works Procedures and 
Standards Manual” (What Works Clearinghouse, 2009) cautions against relying solely on 
measures that are overly aligned with treatment effects. On the one hand, researchers 
need to assess with a measure that is closely aligned with instruction to determine the 
effectiveness of the instruction. However, using only closely aligned measures minimizes 
or even eliminates the likelihood of demonstrating generalizability or assessing all of the 
treatment effects, particularly unintended outcomes (Gersten et al., 2005). Thus, as noted 
above, the extent to which the results of text structure instruction generalize to distal 
reading comprehension measures is unknown.  
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Current Study 
The current study built on and extended the previous research conducted with 
elementary-aged students experiencing reading difficulties in three ways. First, a clear set 
of inclusion criteria were specified and used to select study participants. The inclusion 
criteria will enable other researchers and educators to better understand the population of 
students used to assess the effects of text structure instruction. 
Second, a comprehensive approach to instruction was used. Students were taught 
to identify and discriminate among all five expository text structures: compare/contrast, 
cause/effect, problem/solution, description, and sequence. As noted previously, the 
results of a recent meta-analysis suggest that comprehensive expository text structure 
instruction approaches are more efficacious than those that are not (Hebert et al., 2015).  
Third, the effects of the expository text structure instruction were assessed using 
both researcher-created and norm-referenced measures. This is important because 
including both researcher-created measures aligned with the intervention and norm-
referenced outcome measures is an important indicator of the quality of the study 
outcomes (Gersten et al., 2005).  
The three guiding research questions for the study included: 
1. What are the proximal effects (i.e., linked directly with the instructional focus of 
the intervention) of Structures on the ability of students to identify expository text 
structures compared to those in the business-as-usual control condition? 
2. What are the distal effects (i.e., researcher-created measure of reading 
comprehension not linked directly with the instructional focus of the intervention) 
of Structures on the ability of students to comprehend expository text representing 
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multiple text structures compared to those in the business-as-usual control 
condition? 
3. What are the delayed distal effects (i.e., norm-referenced measure of reading 
comprehension not linked directly with the instructional focus of the intervention) 
of Structures on the ability of students to comprehend expository text compared to 
those in the business-as-usual control condition? 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHOD 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a standard protocol 
intervention (i.e., Structures) on elementary-aged students experiencing reading 
difficulties. Structures was designed to teach 4th and 5th grade students to identify and 
discriminate among five expository text structures. The five text structures were simple 
description, compare/contrast, sequence, problem/solution, and cause/effect (Meyer 1975, 
1985).  
Setting 
The study was conducted in six K-8 parochial schools located in a suburban city 
in Nebraska. Demographic information on enrollment, ethnicity, and free and reduced 
lunch for each of the participating schools was collected from the State Department of 
Education. The percent of students with Individual Education Plans was collected directly 
from the schools (this information was not reported by the State Department of 
Education). The total enrollment and percent ethnicity, free and/or reduced lunch status, 
and IEP’s across the six participating schools are presented in Table 1. A total of 1785 
students were enrolled in the six schools. The overall percent ethnicity, free and/or 
reduced lunch status, and students with IEP’s were 21%, 17% and 6%, respectively. The 
ethnic breakdown of the student population included, 79% Caucasian, 9% Hispanic, 6% 
Asian, 2% African American, 1% Native American or Alaska Native and 3% of two or 
more races.  
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Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics Across Participating Schools  
School A B C B C F 
Enrollment 184 153 328 423 435 262 
Ethnicity 
   
  
   African American 10% 4% 1% 1% 1% 1% 
  Asian 6% 46% 4% 1% 3% 1% 
  Caucasian 62% 19% 83% 93% 84% 93% 
  Hispanic 20% 29% 6% 4% 7% 2% 
  Native American or Alaska Native 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
  Two or more races 2% 2% 6% 1% 5% 1% 
Free-Reduced Lunch 36% 47% 14% 9% 4% 22% 
IEP’s 6% 3% 5% 2% 5% 10% 
 
Participants 
 The primary participants of this study included 4th and 5th grade students 
experiencing reading difficulties. Intervention teachers were also recruited from 
participating schools.  
Students. There were three inclusion criteria for student participation in the study. 
The criteria were as follows:  
1. Students were enrolled in 4th or 5th grade. Structures was designed for this age 
population of students (i.e., reading levels of passages, alignment with standards).  
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2. Students had to score at or below the 30th percentile on the Test of Silent Reading 
Efficiency and Comprehension (TOSREC; Wagner, Torgesen, Rashotte & 
Pearson, 2009). The 30th percentile is commonly used by researchers to identify 
participant samples of students at risk for reading difficulties (Simmons et al., 
2008; Torgesen et al., 2006). 
3. Students had to score at or above the 2.0 grade equivalent on the Word Attack 
subtest of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised (WRMT-R; Woodcock, 
1998). This minimum level of basic reading skills was required to enable students 
to read the passages embedded within Structures. 
A two-step process approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was used to 
identify students meeting the eligibility criteria. At the first step, parents of all of the 377 
4th and 5th grade students enrolled in the six participating schools were sent a Parental 
Notification of Research letter via weekly Communication Packets (see Appendix A). 
The Parent Notification of Research letter described the purpose of the study and the 
screening process. Parents who did not want their child to participate in the screening 
process were asked to sign and return the Parent Notification of Research form. A total of 
25 parents returned the form indicating that they did not want their student to participate 
in the initial screening process. The remaining 352 students were administered the 
TOSREC by project staff. The TOSREC is a group-administered measure of reading 
efficiency (speed and accuracy) and comprehension. Students were given 3 minutes to 
read up to 60 sentences and determine if the sentences were true or false. The average 
alternate form reliability coefficient (immediate administration) for the fall, winter, and 
spring is .86 for grade four and .89 for grade five. Eighty-four (24%) of the 352 students 
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screened met the eligibility criteria (i.e., scored at or below the 30th percentile on the 
TOSREC). These students qualified for the second step of the screening process. 
 At the second step, researchers sent home Parent Informed Consent letters (see 
Appendix A) via weekly Communication Packets to parents of students who met the 
initial eligibility criteria. Parents of 53 (63%) of the 84 students provided consent for 
their child to participate in the study. These students were administered the Word Attack 
subtest of the WRMT-R which measured decoding skills. The Word Attack subtest 
included 50 non-words that increased in difficulty. This measure was administered to 
students individually by project staff. Split-half reliability on the Word Attack subtest for 
fourth graders was not provided by the publisher. Split-half reliability on the Word 
Attack subtest for fifth graders is .94. All 53 students screened at the second step met the 
eligibility criteria (i.e., scored at the 2.0 or higher grade equivalent on the Word Attack 
subtest of the WRMT-R). Seven (13%) of the 53 eligible students dropped out of the 
study prior to the intervention period. Of these seven students, three students did not 
assent to participate in the study, while the parents of the four remaining students 
withdrew their consent for their child to participate. The parents of the first two students 
felt the study would take away too much time from classwork, the parents of the third 
student felt the testing took too much time, and the parents and teacher of the fourth 
student reported the student would miss most of the study and recommended dropping 
the child from the study. Thus, a total of 45 students participated in this study.  
The 45 participants of this study included 17 fourth and 28 fifth grade students. 
Participant demographic information was collected from school records. The total 
number of participants and associated grade, percent gender, ethnicity, free and/or 
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reduced lunch status, and IEP’s by group are presented in Table 2. The overall percent 
male, ethnicity, free and/or reduced lunch status, and disability status were 47%, 31%, 
40%, and 22% respectively. The ethnic breakdown of the participating sample included, 
69% Caucasian, 23% Hispanic, 4% African American, and 4% of two or more races. 
There were no statistically significant differences between students in the two conditions 
on demographic variables such as gender (χ2(1) = 2.81, p = .09), free/reduced lunch (χ2(1) = 
0.73, p = .39), or IEP (χ2(1) = 0.23, p = .63). 
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Table 2 
Enrollment and Demographic Characteristics of Student Participants by Group 
Group Experimental Control 
 Enrollment 24 21 
Grade    
  4th 9 8  
  5th  15 13 
 Gender   
  Female 33% 58%  
  Male 67% 42%  
Ethnicity    
  African American 4% 5%  
  Caucasian 67% 71%  
  Hispanic 29% 14%  
  Of two or more races 0% 10%  
Free-Reduced Lunch 24% 16%  
IEP’s 13% 9%  
 
Intervention teachers. Structures was delivered by seven certified teachers (i.e., 4 
general education, 3 special education) recruited by principals from the six participating 
schools. An IRB-approved procedure was used to consent intervention teachers (see 
Appendix A for Consent Letter). The years of experience, level of education, and 
certifications or endorsements by teacher are presented in Table 3. All teachers were 
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female Caucasians. Teachers’ years of experience ranged from 3 to 40 years. Each 
teacher taught one Structures group at her respective school.  
 
 
Table 3 
Characteristics of Intervention Teachers  
 
Teacher A B C B C F G 
Years Experience 14 5 3 40 24 11 17 
Level of Education        
  Bachelors X X X X X X X 
  Masters X X    X  
Certifications/Endorsements        
  Administration  X      
  Business Education  X      
  Early Childhood       X 
  Middle Grade Education  X      
  Physical Education      X  
  Regular Education X X X X X X X 
  Science Education  X      
  Social Science Education  X      
  Special Education   X X X   
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Design 
A randomized control trial design was used to assess the effects of Structures on 
participants’ ability to identify expository text structures and comprehend expository text. 
The 45 participants were randomly assigned to experimental or business-as-usual control 
conditions within classrooms. A total of 24 students were enrolled in the experimental 
condition and 21 in the business-as-usual control condition. The 24 experimental students 
were assigned to one of seven Structures instructional groups across the six schools. With 
the exception of three groups that included both 4th and 5th graders, all instructional 
groups were comprised of participants from the same grade level. Group size ranged from 
two to seven students.  
Conditions 
Experimental condition. Students in the experimental condition were taught to 
identify and discriminate among expository text structures using the Structures program. 
Structures includes the five text structures identified by Meyer (1975, 1985): description, 
compare/contrast, sequence, cause/effect, and problem/solution. The five expository text 
structures were organized into two major categories to facilitate teaching and learning: 
Descriptive and Relationship. In conjunction with the two other creators of the Structures 
program, I developed child-friendly definitions for each text structure. 
The three Descriptive text structures and associated child-friendly definitions 
taught to students in Structures included:  
• Simple Description: The author’s intent is to tell us about something. They use 
characteristics or facts to describe it. 
• Compare/contrast: The author’s intent is to describe a connection between two things. 
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They make connections by telling us similarities or differences. 
• Sequence: The author’s intent is to describe the order in which things happen. There 
are three types of Sequence: steps, timeline, and cycle. Regardless of the type, the 
author is putting information in an order. 
The two Relationship text structures and associated child-friendly definitions 
taught to students in Structures included:  
• Cause/effect: The author’s intent is to tell us how an event always leads to an 
outcome. The event is the cause and the outcome is the result. The relationship is 
between the cause and the effect. 
• Problem/solution: The author’s intent is to tell us how a problem might be solved. 
The relationship is between the problem and potential solution. 
Students participated in eight daily Structures lessons. Lessons were designed to 
be completed in 25 to 30 minutes. The goal and associated instructional activities for 
each lesson are presented in Table 4. 
Intervention teachers used a PowerPoint presentation and an associated Student 
Response Book to teach students to identify and discriminate among the five text 
structures. PowerPoint presentations contained all of the instructional stimuli needed to 
teach Structures lessons. Lesson Two is provided as an example in Appendix B. In 
addition to the instructional stimuli, the PowerPoint presentation included a number of 
scaffolds to facilitate teaching and student learning. The teaching scaffolds included 
background changes from color to a white-page background when the activity 
represented a student response in the Student Response Books and clearly marked page 
numbers corresponding to activities in the Student Response Books as well as a Quick 
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Start Teaching Guide (described below). Learning scaffolds for students included icons 
representing each of the text structures. These icons provided a visual representation of 
each of the text structures to facilitate student learning.  
The Student Response Books contained all necessary response materials required 
for the guided and independent practice activities for each lesson (see Appendix B for 
front matter and Lesson 2). The guided and independent activities were organized by 
lesson to facilitate ease of use. The Lesson 1 student activity consisted of labeling the five 
text structure icons. Lessons 2-8 student activities consisted of identifying and/or 
discriminating between or among the text structures. Students read passages then chose 
the correct text structure from a list of text structures following each passage. Between 
two and nine practice passages were provided for each lesson.  
 
Table 4 
Structures Lesson Goals and Instructional Activities  
Lesson Goal/Instructional Activities 
1 Learn about expository text structures. 
1. Discuss five text structures definitions and icons. 
2. Label text structure icons in Student Response Books. 
3. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activity. 
 
2 Describe and discriminate between simple description and 
compare/contrast text structures. 
1. Review five text structures. 
2. Discuss simple description and compare/contrast definitions and 
icons. 
3. Model how to identify simple description and compare/contrast text 
structures. 
4. Model how to discriminate between simple description and 
compare/contrast text structures. 
5. Practice identifying and discriminating between simple description 
and compare/contrast text structures in Student Response Books. 
6. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
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3 Describe and discriminate among simple description, compare/contrast, 
and sequence text structures. 
1. Review similarities and differences between the description and 
compare/contrast text structures. 
2. Discuss sequence definitions and icons including the three types 
(steps, cycle, and timeline). 
3. Model how to identify the simple description, compare/contrast, 
and sequence text structures. 
4. Model how to discriminate among the simple description, 
compare/contrast, and sequence text structures. 
5. Practice identifying and discriminating among simple description, 
compare/contrast, and sequence text structures in Student Response 
Books. 
6. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
 
4 Discriminate among simple description, compare/contrast, and sequence 
text structures. 
1. Review author’s intent for the problem/solution and cause/effect 
text structures and the differences between them. 
2. Practice identifying and discriminating among simple description, 
compare/contrast, and sequence text structures in Student Response 
Books. 
3. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
 
5 Describe and discriminate between problem/solution and cause/effect text 
structures. 
1. Review three Descriptive and two Relationship text structures. 
2. Discuss problem/solution and cause/effect definitions and icons. 
3. Model how to identify the problem/solution and cause/effect text 
structures. 
4. Model how to discriminate between the problem/solution and 
cause/effect text structures. 
5. Practice identifying and discriminating between problem/solution 
and cause/effect text structures in Student Response Books. 
6. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
 
6 Discriminate between problem/solution and cause/effect text structures. 
1. Review author’s intent for the problem/solution and cause/effect 
text structures. 
2. Practice identifying and discriminating between problem/solution 
and cause/effect text structures in Student Response Books. 
3. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
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7 Discriminate among Descriptive and Relationship text structures. 
1. Review author’s intent for Descriptive and Relationship text 
structures and the differences between them. 
2. Practice identifying and discriminating among all five text 
structures in Student Response Books. 
3. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
 
8 Discriminate among Descriptive and Relationship text structures. 
1. Practice identifying and discriminating among all five text 
structures in Student Response Books. 
2. Check student responses to guided/independent learning activities. 
 
 
The Lexile levels of the passages in the PowerPoint presentation and Student 
Response Book ranged from 445L to 810L. These represented the Lexile levels used at 
the 25th and 75th percentiles at the fourth grade level (Lexile.com). Lower-level passages 
were used for all student exercises (i.e., Lexile levels between 400 and 600); whereas, 
higher-level passages were used for teacher modeling and scaffolding (i.e. Lexile levels > 
600).  
Teacher training. A Structures co-author and I trained intervention teachers to 
implement Structures during a two-hour training session. First, we provided teachers an 
overview of the theory, research base, and rationale for teaching expository text 
structures. We also reviewed definitions of the expository text structures detailed above 
and in the Program Manual (see Appendix B for Program Overview). Second, we 
reviewed Structures’ PowerPoint Presentations, Student Response Books, and the Quick 
Start Teaching Guide. This review included describing use of the teaching and learning 
scaffolds (described above and in the Program Manual) and PowerPoint Presentations. 
Third, we modeled and practiced the implementation activities with teachers using the 
program materials. We provided structured feedback to teachers on their proficiency 
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during the practice activities. Finally, we asked teachers to use the Quick Start Teaching 
Guide to preview lessons prior to instruction as well as during instruction (see Appendix 
B for Lesson 2). The Quick Start Teaching Guide was organized by lessons and provided 
a short description of how to teach each activity represented in a lesson. As noted above, 
instructional scaffolds (i.e., page and PowerPoint view number) embedded in the 
PowerPoint presentations enabled teachers to quickly access activity descriptions in the 
Quick Start Teaching Guide. 
  Business-as-usual control condition. Students in the business-as-usual control 
condition participated in the same activities or instruction provided by their classroom 
teachers. No attempt was made to alter the instruction provided to students by teachers in 
the control condition.  
Dependent Measures 
Students’ ability to identify expository text structures was assessed with a 
researcher-created proximal measure (i.e., Structure Identification). Students’ ability to 
comprehend expository text was assessed with a researcher-created distal measure (i.e., 
Oral Retell) and a norm-referenced delayed distal measure (i.e., Degrees of Reading 
Power).  
Structure Identification (pre- and post-test). The Structure Identification was 
an untimed, group-administered, multiple-choice measure designed to assess the ability 
of students to identify the five expository text structures taught in the program (see 
Appendix D). The Structure Identification was composed of 15 passages (i.e., three 
passages representing each of the five text structures). The sequence of passages was 
distributed randomly across the five types of text structures. The passages ranged in 
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length from 46 to 88 words and Lexile levels from 410L to 940L. A list of the five 
expository text structures followed each passage. Students read a passage then chose the 
text structure that best fit the passage from the list of five text structures. Items were 
scored as correct or incorrect. Thus the total score ranged from 0 to 15. Two alternative 
forms of the Structure Identification were developed for administration at the pre- and 
post-test periods (Forms A and B). The forms were counterbalanced across experimental 
groups and pre- and post-test periods. Students in 4th and 5th grade were administered the 
same measures. Students were assessed approximately one week prior to and within five 
days following the intervention period. Alternate forms of the assessment were used; 
therefore, it is important to establish the reliability between the two forms. Because 
instruction was provided to the experimental group, the alternate form reliability was 
based only on students in the business-as-usual control condition. Alternate form 
reliability was r = 0.68. 
Trained university students and I administered the Structure Identification in a 
quiet distraction-free room to students in the experimental and business-as-usual control 
conditions at each respective school at the same time. First, we handed out the specific 
form assigned to each student. Second, students read and reviewed child-friendly 
definitions for each of the five text structures. Third, we read the directions for 
completing the Structure Identification and provided students an opportunity to ask 
questions regarding how to complete the Structure Identification. Fourth, students 
independently completed the Structure Identification. Fifth, students returned their 
completed Structure Identification to staff and returned to their classrooms. Time for 
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students to complete the Structure Identification ranged from approximately ten to twenty 
minutes. 
The Structure Identification measures were scanned and scored electronically. 
Scanned protocols were reviewed and compared with original protocols. Inconsistencies 
were corrected immediately. Twenty percent of protocols were checked with scanned 
data. One hundred percent of the scanned data checked matched the original protocols. 
Oral Retell (post-test). The Oral Retell was an untimed, individually-
administered measure comprised of a single, 3-paragraph passage (see Appendix D). 
Each paragraph of the passage represented a single text structure (i.e., simple description, 
sequence, and problem/solution text structures). The Oral Retell was designed to assess 
students’ comprehension of expository text representing varied text structures, which is 
common in authentic expository text. Students read the passage then said all they could 
recall about the passage without referencing the passage. Student retells were audio-
recorded. Students in the 4th and 5th grades were administered the same measure. Students 
were assessed within five days following the intervention period. 
The Lexile level for the Oral Retell passage (193 words) was 740L. Similar to 
procedures used by Hammann & Stevens, (2003), student responses to the Oral Retell 
were scored according to the total number of idea units recalled in their responses. An 
idea unit consisted of a single fact represented in the passage (e.g., automakers make 
cars). The Oral Retell passage had 28 idea units The Oral Retell Idea Units Scoring Sheet 
for the passage is presented in Appendix D. 
To determine idea units, two project staff agreed upon the facts represented in 
each passage and created a draft of the Idea Units Score Sheets. Six members of the 
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project staff scored two passages using the draft of the Idea Units Score Sheets. Staff 
discussed disagreements and clarified confusing idea units. Agreed-upon changes were 
made to the Idea Units Score Sheets. A final version of the Idea Units Score Sheets was 
created. Oral Retells were scored by one staff member using the final version of the Idea 
Units Score Sheet. The Oral Retell passage and associated Idea Units Score Sheet are 
presented in Figure 1.  
Trained university students and I administered the Oral Retell in a quiet 
distraction-free room to students in the experimental and business-as-usual control 
conditions at each respective school at the same time. First, we read the directions for 
completing the Oral Retell and provided students an opportunity to ask questions 
regarding how to complete the Oral Retell measure. Second, students read the passage 
silently. Third, students turned the passage over and retold everything they could 
remember. We audio-recorded students’ retells. Finally, students returned to their 
classrooms. Time for students to complete the Oral Retell ranged from approximately 
five to ten minutes. 
To determine inter-scorer agreement, two trained university students, a Structures 
co-author and I independently scored 20% of the Oral Retells. Point-by-point agreement 
for each idea unit was scored. Inter-scorer agreement was calculated by dividing the 
number of agreements by the total number of possible agreements and multiplying by 
100. Inter-scorer agreement for the Oral Retell was 97%.  
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Figure 1 
Oral Retell Passage and Idea Units Score Sheet 
 
The Open Road 
Companies that make cars are called automakers. Automakers sell thousands 
of cars each year. Millions of laborers depend on the automotive industry for their 
jobs. Automakers rely on many industries to make parts. In fact, one out of every six 
businesses in America contributes to the automotive industry. 
The first cars were built in 1769. They were powered by steam. Cars powered 
by steam were not safe, and they often broke down. Automakers began using gas 
engines in their cars in the late 1800s. Although these cars were safer and more 
reliable, they were more expensive. Henry Ford started the Ford Motor Company in 
1903. His goal was to build cars that many people could afford. The Ford Motor 
Company was the first to use an assembly line. 
The assembly line was efficient, but it was boring work. Each laborer added one 
part of the car until it was built. By using this method Ford’s laborers could build a 
new car every ninety minutes. However, his laborers wanted to quit the boring 
assembly-line work. To ensure workers didn’t quit, Ford doubled their wages. Today, 
all automakers use an assembly line to make cars. 
 
Paragraph 1: 
___Automakers are companies 
___Automakers make cars  
___Automakers sell cars (thousands of/many cars each year)  
___Laborers depend on the automotive industry for their jobs 
___Automakers rely on many industries to make parts 
___One out of every six/many businesses in America contribute(s) to the automotive 
industry 
 
Paragraph 2: 
___First cars were built in 1769 
___They were powered by steam  
___They were not safe 
___They often broke down 
___Automakers began using gas engines 
___Gas engines were first used in the late 1800’s/a long time ago 
___These cars were safer  
___These cars were more reliable 
 
___These cars were more expensive 
___Henry Ford built cars 
___He started the Ford Motor Company  
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___(The Ford Motor Company was started) in 1903  
___He wanted to build cars that many could afford 
___This was the first time an assembly line was used 
 
 
Paragraph 3: 
___The assembly line was efficient (e.g. cars were made more quickly) 
___(The assembly line) was boring  
___Each laborer added one part (until the car was built) 
___A new car could be built in 90 minutes/quicker than before 
___Laborers wanted to quit  
___Ford wanted to ensure his workers didn’t quit 
___Ford doubled workers’ wages 
___Now, all automakers use an assembly line to make cars 
 
 
Total facts: _____/ 28 = ____% 
 
 
Degrees of Reading Power (pre-test and delayed post-test) 
The Degrees of Reading Power was an untimed, group administered norm-
referenced measure used to evaluate students’ comprehension of expository text 
(Touchstone Applied Science Associates, 2000). The Degrees of Reading Power included 
nine expository passages of increasing length and difficulty. The Degrees of Reading 
Power used a modified cloze format. Within the passages 63 words were deleted. 
Students chose the word that made the most sense from a list of five words. Two alternate 
forms of the 4th and 5th grade Degrees of Reading Power were used (4A/4B, 5A/5B). As 
recommended by the authors, the same respective grade-level form was administered at 
the pre-test (i.e., 4A and 5A) and delayed post-test (i.e., 4B and 5B) to all students. The 
pre-test was administered approximately one week prior to the start of the intervention 
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period. The delayed post-test was administered approximately three weeks following the 
end of the intervention period.  
The publisher reported that the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (K-R 20) reliability 
and alternative form reliability coefficients for 4th grade were .94 and .89, respectively 
(Questar Assessment, Inc., 2000). The K-R 20 reliability coefficient for 5th grade was .95. 
The publisher did not report the alternative form reliability for 5th grade.  
Trained university students and I administered the Oral Retell in a quiet 
distraction-free room to students in the experimental and business-as-usual control 
conditions at each respective school at the same time. First, we handed out the specific 
form assigned to each student. Second, we read the directions for completing the Degrees 
of Reading Power and provided students an opportunity to ask questions regarding how 
to complete the assessment. Third, students independently completed the Degrees of 
Reading Power. Finally, students returned their completed Degrees of Reading Power to 
staff and returned to their classrooms. Time for students to complete the Degrees of 
Reading Power ranged from approximately 45 to 75 minutes. 
The Degrees of Reading Power measures were scanned and scored electronically. 
Inconsistencies were corrected immediately. Twenty percent of protocols were compared 
to scanned data. One hundred percent of the scanned data matched the original protocols. 
Raw Degrees of Reading Power scores were converted to Normal Curve Equivalents 
(NCE).  
Treatment Fidelity 
All intervention teachers were observed and audio-taped delivering instruction to 
their groups during all eight lessons to establish inter-observer agreement. Lesson-
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specific fidelity checklists were used to assess the percent of primary instructional 
activities implemented by intervention teachers (see Structures Treatment Fidelity Forms, 
Appendix E). Note that the checklists corresponded directly to the major components of 
each lesson specified above in Table 4.  
The percent of instructional activities completed per lesson across the intervention 
teachers was calculated and is presented in Table 5. The percent of instructional activities 
completed by teachers per lesson was calculated by dividing the number of activities 
implemented by the number of activities possible and multiplying by 100.  
 
 
Table 5 
Percent of Activities Completed per Lesson Across Intervention Teachers 
 
 
Lesson 
Teacher 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
 
4 5 
 
 
6 7 
 
8 
 
A 95 92 95 100 92 100 89 100 
B 84 92 100 100 100 100 100 100 
C 100 92 100 100 100 90 100 100 
D 84 85 95 100 100 100 100 100 
E 95 92 100 100 100 100 100 100 
F 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
G 100 100 84 92 100 100 100 100 
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To establish inter-observer agreement, two trained university students listened to 
30% of the audio-recordings independent of observers. Trained university students 
recorded the number of instructional activities absent or present. Point-by-point 
agreement for each instructional activity was scored. Inter-observer agreement was 
calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the total number of possible 
agreements and multiplying by 100. Inter-observer agreement was 95%.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
Data Analysis  
Differences between the experimental and business-as-usual control conditions on 
post-test outcomes were evaluated using a regression-based approach where  Y ʹ′ is the 
predicted post-test score, B0 is the mean for the business-as-usual control condition 
students, B1 is the increase or decrease in the mean for experimental condition students, 
and B2 is the additive effect of the pre-test covariate. For models that included a pre-test 
covariate (e.g., RQ1 and RQ3), the covariate was mean-centered so that the intercept (B0) 
is interpreted as the mean for the business-as-usual control group when the pre-test score 
is average. The unadjusted pre-test and post-test means and associated standard 
deviations for the dependent measures are presented in Table 6. Cohen’s d effect sizes 
were computed based on the regression coefficient for condition and the standard 
deviation of the outcome variable (i.e., the effect is conditional on the covariate if a 
covariate was included in the model).  
0 1 2   * *Y B B CONDITION B COVARIATEʹ′= + +   
Pre-Intervention Group Differences  
Chi-square and independent-samples t-tests were used to examine pre-
intervention differences between students assigned to the experimental condition and 
students assigned to the business-as-usual control condition. There were no statistically 
significant differences between students in the two conditions on demographic variables 
such as gender (χ2(1) = 2.81, p = .09), free/reduced lunch (χ2(1) = 0.73, p = .39), or IEP 
(χ2(1) = 0.23, p = .63). There were no statistically significant differences between students 
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in the two conditions on pre-test reading measures such as the TOSREC (t (43) = 0.10, p 
= .91), Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (t (43) = -1.06, p = .30), the Degrees of Reading 
Power (t (43) = 0.82, p = .42), and Structure Identification (t (43) = -0.98, p = .34).  
 
Table 6 
Scores on Dependent Measures for Students in Experimental and BAU Conditions 
 Pre-test Post-test Delayed Post-test 
Dependent Measures 
Exp. 
M 
(SD) 
 
BAU 
M 
(SD) 
 
Exp. 
M 
(SD) 
BAU 
M 
(SD) 
Exp. 
M 
(SD) 
BAU 
M 
(SD) 
Proximal Measures       
  Structure Identification 
 
 
5.63 
(2.72) 
6.48 
(3.14) 
9.58 
(2.06) 
7.52 
(2.18)  
  
  Oral Retell  
 
 
 
 
 
5.00 
(3.29) 
 
4.57 
(3.11) 
 
 
Distal Measure       
  Degrees of Reading Power 
 
 
41.42 
(13.32) 
38.76 
(12.53)   
41.25 
(13.38) 
40.76 
(11.03) 
       
 
Research Q1: Proximal Effects on Identification of Expository Text Structures  
The regression analysis indicated a statistically significant effect of condition on 
the Structure Identification measure (B1 = 2.46, β = 0.53, p < .001) with students in the 
experimental condition scoring (M = 9.58, SD = 2.06), on average, 2.46 points higher 
than students in the business-as-usual control condition (M = 7.52, SD = 2.18). The 
resulting standardized mean difference between groups was d = 0.94 (95% CI = 0.32, 
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1.56) which can be considered large according to Cohen’s general guidelines (Cohen, 
1988). Note that pre-test scores were included in the model to account for any pre-
existing differences between the students in the different conditions (small and non-
significant differences were found prior to treatment), so the slope parameter is 
conditional on the covariate (i.e., mean difference at post-test accounting for pre-existing 
differences).  
Research Q2: Researcher-created Distal Effects on Comprehension of Expository Text 
Scores on the Oral Retell measure did not significantly differ between the two 
groups at post-test with students in experimental condition averaging a score of 5.00 (SD 
= 3.29) and students in the the business-as-usual control condition averaging a score of 
4.57 (SD = 3.11). Table 7 lists the regression parameters for the model. Students in the 
experimental condition performed slightly, but not significantly, better on oral retell 
compared to students in the business-as-usual control condition (B1 = 0.43, β = 0.07, d = 
0.14 [-0.45, 0.73]). This model did not include any covariates.  
Research Q3: Norm-referenced Delayed Distal Effects on Comprehension of Expository 
Text 
Scores on the Degrees of Reading Power (NCE) did not differ statistically 
between conditions (B1 = -1.32, β = -0.05, p = .620) with students in the experimental 
condition scoring (M = 41.25, SD = 13.38), on average, 1.32 points lower than students in 
the business-as-usual condition (M = 40.76, SD = 11.03) when accounting for pre-test 
differences. The resulting standardized mean difference between groups was d = -0.11 
(95% CI = -0.70, 0.48). Note that pre-test scores were included in the model to account 
for any pre-existing differences between the students in the different conditions (small 
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and non-significant differences were found prior to treatment), so the slope parameter is 
conditional on the covariate (i.e., mean difference at post-test controlling for pre-existing 
differences).  
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Table 7 
Regression Results 
Model/Parameter 
Unstandard 
Coefficient 
(B) 
S.E. Standard 
Coefficient 
(β) 
p-value 
Structure Identification 
   (R2 = .53)   
 
 
   Intercept, B0 7.31 0.36   
   Slope, B1 2.46 0.49 0.53 <.001 
   Pre-Test Cov, B2 0.47 0.09 0.59 <.001 
Oral Retella 
   (R2 = .01)     
   Intercept, B0 4.57 0.70   
   Slope, B1 0.43 0.97 0.07 .660 
Degrees of Reading Power  
   (R2 = .XX)     
   Intercept, B0 42.23 1.92      
   Slope, B1 -1.32 2.63 -0.05 .620 
   Pre-Test Cov, B2 0.68 0.10 0.72 <.001 
 For condition, business-as-usual control = 0 and experimental = 1 
  a 1 outlier case was omitted (z = 3.7) 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a standard protocol 
intervention designed to teach 4th and 5th grade students experiencing reading difficulties 
to identify and discriminate among five expository text structures: description, sequence, 
cause/effect, compare/contrast, and problem/solution (Meyer, 1975, 1985). This study 
builds directly on two previous intervention studies conducted with elementary-aged 
students experiencing reading difficulties (McLaughlin, 1990; Ocasio, 2006) and 
expository text structure research focused on the effects of expository text structure 
instruction on reading comprehension (Hebert et al., 2015). The experimental condition 
was compared to a business-as-usual control condition. The 4th and 5th grade students 
entered the study with limited reading comprehension skills (i.e., scored at or below the 
30th percentile on the TOSREC) and basic reading skills (i.e., 2.0 or greater grade 
equivalent score on the WRMT-R Word Attack subtest) necessary to independently read 
the intervention passages.  The expository text structure instruction was consistently 
implemented with a high degree of fidelity by intervention teachers. Instructional design 
features that supported high-quality implementation included specified and sequenced 
instructional formats and the inclusion of all the necessary instructional stimuli needed to 
teach the lessons.  
Analysis of results showed that the treatment had relatively large effects on the 
ability of students to identify expository text structures (proximal intervention effects). 
The obtained effect size was .94 (95% CI = 0.32, 1.56). Although it is difficult to fully 
interpret the magnitude of this effect size given that the measure was researcher created, 
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it may be considered large according to Cohen’s general guidelines (Cohen, 1988). These 
findings are in alignment with previous research showing that elementary-aged children 
benefit from expository text structure instruction (Hebert et al., 2015). Furthermore, the 
effect size for the present study falls between the 0.11 and 2.81 effect sizes obtained for 
the studies conducted with elementary-aged students experiencing reading difficulties 
(McLaughlin, 1990; Ocasio, 2006; respectively). In contrast to much of the previous 
expository text structure instruction research, the treatment did not appear to produce a 
statistically significant distal effect on the reading comprehension of students. The 
obtained effect size was 0.14 (95% CI = -0.45, 0.73). This small effect size may have 
some practical importance given the study was underpowered. The small effect may have 
occurred because the treatment focused solely on teaching students to identify and 
discriminate among the five expository text structures. Subsequent planned iterations of 
the treatment will include a focus on improving students’ ability to comprehend text. The 
sole focus on the identification and discrimination of expository text structures was 
purposeful. It may be that the skills needed to transfer identification of text structure to 
comprehension require more explicit instruction, particularly for students experiencing 
reading difficulties. 
Consistent with these non-significant researcher-created distal comprehension 
results, the treatment did not have an effect on the delayed distal norm-referenced 
measure of reading comprehension (i.e., Degrees of Reading Power). The obtained effect 
size was -0.11 (95% CI = -0.70, 0.48). This finding is somewhat consistent with previous 
research showing that expository text structure instruction has shown limited or no effects 
on norm-referenced measures of reading comprehension (Hebert et al., 2015). The lack of 
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effects on such distal measures represents a significant practical challenge. Educators 
need to be confident that time spent teaching expository text structures will produce an 
effect on accountability measures.  
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
 The current study has several limitations that might be addressed in future studies 
with elementary-aged students experiencing reading difficulties. First, findings for 
research question 2 may be limited by low power to detect an effect. It was my original 
intent to recruit a sample size that would have yielded results. In a power analysis 
conducted prior to the study, the multi-site RCT design needed to include 26 classrooms 
with 6 kids in each classroom to be able to detect an effect size of .50 at .80 power. I was 
only able to recruit 48 students in 17 classrooms. As stated previously, an effect size of 
0.14 may be practically significant, but it was not statistically significant based on our 
power. Future research incorporating a larger number of students is needed to determine 
whether there are any small, but practical effects for distal measures of reading 
comprehension.  
Second, findings are limited by the location and homogeneity of the sample. All 
children who participated in the supplemental text structure instruction program were 
students at the same six parochial schools located in the Midwest. Thus the organizational 
structures, literacy instruction, and the demographic characteristics of the students and 
staff limit generalization to other settings. Future research should include heterogeneous 
populations and more varied settings.  
Third, although there was a strong effect for treatment on the text structure 
identification measure, I did not include a delayed posttest identification measure to 
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determine if the effects were maintained over time. Results from the meta-analysis 
suggest that the effects of text structure instruction are maintained over time on measures 
of reading comprehension (Hebert et al., 2015). However, there is less certainty about 
whether the effects of identification of text structures would be maintained. Future 
research should include a text structure identification maintenance measure. 
Fourth, The linear regression model assumption of independent residuals is 
almost always violated when participants are ‘nested’ within ‘clusters’ (sometimes 
referred to as multi-level structure or hierarchical structure). Some examples of 
commonly occurring hierarchical structures within educational research include students 
nested within classrooms/schools, schools nested within districts, and districts nested 
within states. This nesting causes individuals to be more similar to other individuals 
within the same cluster than to individuals in other clusters, which results in 
underestimating the variance of scores and thus the standard errors of regression 
coefficients. This ultimately results in an inflated Type I error rate. Future research using 
this intervention should employ analysis techniques that account for the hierarchical 
structure of the outcome data such as multi-level models or robust standard error 
estimation within linear regression. Neither approach was implemented in the current 
study due to insufficient ‘level-2’ units (<20; classrooms or schools) and relatively small 
intra-class correlations.   
Finally, I did not find an effect on expository text comprehension with researcher-
created or norm-referenced measures. This is likely because comprehension was not the 
focus of Module 1 of the Structures intervention. One of the reasons for including the 
distal measures in this study was to determine the need for Structures Modules 2 and 3. If 
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the effects of Module 1 transferred to distal measures of comprehension, the second and 
third modules may not be necessary. However, this research suggests students may need 
additional instruction in using text structures to analyze, interpret, and increase 
comprehension of expository text. Future research needs to be conducted on the 
effectiveness of the second and third modules to increase comprehension by building on 
the impact Module 1 has on identifying text structures used by authors. 
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PARENTAL NOTIFICATION OF RESEARCH 
PARENT INFORMED CONSENT 
TREATMENT INTERVENTION TEACHER CONSENT FORM 
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Parental Notification of Research 
 
 
Dear Parent/Guardian, 
 
My name is Dr. Michael Hebert.  I am conducting a research study with a number of 
parochial schools.  The purpose of the study is to assess the effects of an intervention 
for improving students’ reading comprehension of science, social studies and history 
texts.  The intervention is designed for 4th and 5th grade students experiencing reading 
difficulties.  To identify students who may benefit from the instruction provided in the 
intervention, we are administering a short norm-referenced reading comprehension 
screening measure to all 4th and 5th grade students in your child’s school.  The 
screening measure is used widely in schools nationwide and will take approximately 5-
10 minutes to complete. 	  
If you are comfortable with your student participating in our screening process, you do 
not have to do anything.  If you do not want your student to complete the screening 
measure, please sign the Parent Notification Form below and send it back to your 
student’s school. You may also contact me using the contact information listed below. 	  
If your student meets our eligibility criteria, we will contact you and seek your formal 
consent for your student to participate in our formal evaluation of the text structure 
intervention. 	  
If you have any questions about this study, please contact me at michael.hebert@unl.edu or 
402-472-3306. If you have any questions concerning your rights as a research subject that 
have not been answered by the investigator, you may contact the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln Institutional Review Board (402-472-6965). 	  
You are free to decide not to have your student complete the screening measure. Your 
decision will not result in any loss of benefits to which you are already entitled, and will 
not affect your student’s education in any way. 	  
Thank you for your time, 	  	  	  
Michael Hebert 
University of Nebraska—Lincoln 318Q Barkley Memorial Center Lincoln, NE 68583 
michael.hebert@unl.edu 
402-472-3306 
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Parent Notification Form 	  
I have read the information about the research being conducted by the University of 
Nebraska- Lincoln.  I do not wish my child to complete this screening measure. 	  
Please check the box below and return this form to your child’s teacher only if you do 
not want your son/daughter to complete this screening measure. 
 
I do not wish my child to complete the screening measure being conducted by 
the University of Nebraska - Lincoln. 	  	  
Name of student _________________________________   Grade __  	  
Signature of parent/guardian _________________________Date_______ 	  
Please have your child return this form to his/her teacher within the next three days 
ONLY if you DO NOT wish him/her to participate.  Thank you.  
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APPENDIX C 
 
SAMPLES OF PROGRAM MATERIALS 
 
 
 
POWERPOINT PRESENTATION (LESSON 2) 
 
STUDENT RESPONSE BOOK (FRONT MATTER AND LESSON 2) 
 
PROGRAM MANUAL (PROGRAM OVERVIEW AND LESSON 2) 
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PowerPoint Presentation (Lesson 2) 	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Student Response Book (Front Matter and Lesson 2) 
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Student Response Book (Front Matter and Lesson 2) 
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APPENDIX D 
 
RESEARCHER-CREATED DEPENDENT MEASURES 
 
 
 
STRUCTURE IDENTIFICATION MEASURE (FORM A, FORM B) 
 
ORAL RETELL PASSAGE 
 
ORAL RETELL IDEA UNITS  
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Structures Identification Measure (Form A) 	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Structures Identification Measure (Form B) 	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125 	   	   	  Idea	  Units	  –	  Oral	  Retell	  Scoring	  Sheet 	  Student	  ID	  Number	  ______	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Paragraph	  1:	  ___Automakers	  are	  companies	  ___Automakers	  make	  cars	   	  
___Automakers	  sell	  cars	  (thousands	  of/many	  cars	  each	  year)	   	  
___Laborers	  depend	  on	  the	  automotive	  industry	  for	  their	  jobs	  ___Automakers	  rely	  on	  many	  industries	  to	  make	  parts	  ___One	  out	  of	  every	  six/many	  businesses	  in	  America	  contribute(s)	  to	  the	  automotive	  industry	  
	  
Paragraph	  2:	  ___First	  cars	  were	  built	  in	  1769	  
___They	  were	  powered	  by	  steam	   	  
___They	  were	  not	  safe	  ___They	  often	  broke	  down	  ___Automakers	  began	  using	  gas	  engines	  ___Gas	  engines	  were	  first	  used	  in	  the	  late	  1800’s/a	  long	  time	  ago	  ___These	  cars	  were	  safer	  	  ___These	  cars	  were	  more	  reliable	  ___These	  cars	  were	  more	  expensive	  ___Henry	  Ford	  built	  cars	  ___He	  started	  the	  Ford	  Motor	  Company	  	  ___(The	  Ford	  Motor	  Company	  was	  started)	  in	  1903	  	  ___He	  wanted	  to	  build	  cars	  that	  many	  could	  afford	  ___This	  was	  the	  first	  time	  an	  assembly	  line	  was	  used	  
	  
	  
Paragraph	  3:	  ___The	  assembly	  line	  was	  efficient	  (e.g.	  cars	  were	  made	  more	  quickly)	  
___(The	  assembly	  line)	  was	  boring	  	  ___Each	  laborer	  added	  one	  part	  (until	  the	  car	  was	  built)	  
___A	  new	  car	  could	  be	  built	  in	  90	  minutes/quicker	  than	  before	  ___Laborers	  wanted	  to	  quit	  	  ___Ford	  wanted	  to	  ensure	  his	  workers	  didn’t	  quit	  ___Ford	  doubled	  workers’	  wages	  ___Now,	  all	  automakers	  use	  an	  assembly	  line	  to	  make	  cars	  	  Total	  facts:	  	  _____/	  28	  =	  ____%	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APPENDIX E 
 
STRUCTURES TREATMENT FIDELITY FORMS 
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 1 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
 
	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
	  
 
Learn about expository text structures.  
	  
   	  NA Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson 
	  
   	  Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons: 
	  
 
  SD definition 
	  
 
  SD icon 
	  
 
  C/C definition 
	  
 
  C/C icon 
	  
 
  Sequence definition 
	  
 
  Sequence icon 
	  
 
  Steps defintion 
	  
 
  Steps icon 
	  
 
  Timeline definition 
	  
 
  Timeline icon 
	  
 
  Cycle definition 
	  
 
  Cycle icon 
	  
 
  P/S definition 
	  
 
  P/S icon 
	  
 
  C/E definition 
	  
 
  C/E icon 
	  
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to discriminate between text structures 
   	  /1 Number of practice opportunities = 1 
	  
 
  	  /1 Teacher checked student responses          
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 2 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
	  
 
Describe and discriminate between Simple Description and 
 
Compare/Contrast text structures. 
	  
   	    Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson: 
	  
 
Reviewed the five text structures 
	  
   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	  
 
  SD definition 
	  
 
  SD icon 
	  
   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (SD) 
   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	  
 
  C/C definition 
	  
 
  C/C icon 
	  
   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (C/C) 
   	  Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structures: 
 
  SD 
	  
 
  C/C 
	  
   	  /2 Number of practice opportunities = 2 
	  
 
  	  /2 Teacher checked student responses          
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 3 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
	   	   	    Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
	   	   	   	  
 
Describe and discriminate among Simple Description, Compare/Contrast, 
	   	   	  
 
and Sequence text structures. 
	   	   	   	  
   	   	   	  Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson: 
	   	   	   	  
 
   Discussed the similarities and differences between Simple  
	   	   	  
  
Description and Compare/Contrast 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Completed guided or independent practice  
	   	   	     	   	   	   	  Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons: 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Sequence definition 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Sequence icon 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Cycle definition 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Cycle icon 
	   	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (cycle) 
	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Steps defintion 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Steps icon 
	   	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (steps) 
	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Timeline definition 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Timeline icon 
	   	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (timeline) 
	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	  Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structures: 
	   	   	  
 
  SD 
	   	   	   	  
 
  Sequence 
	   	   	   	  
   	   	   	   	  /2 Number of practice opportunities = 2 
	   	   	   	  /2 Teacher checked student responses  
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 4 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
	  
 
Discriminate among Simple Description, Compare/Contrast, and 
 
 Sequence text structures 
	  
   	    Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson 
	  
 
Discussed the author's intent for the Simple Description, Compare/Contrast, 
 
and Sequence text structures and the differences among them 
   	  NA Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structures 
   	  /9 Number of practice opportunities = 9 
	  
 
  	  /9 Teacher checked student responses          
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 5 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
	  
 
Describe and discriminate between Problem/Solution and 
 
Cause/Effect text structures. 
	  
   	    Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson: 
	  
 
Reviewed the two Descriptive and three Relationship text structures 
   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	  
 
  P/S definition 
	  
 
  P/S icon 
	  
   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (P/S) 
   	  Teacher discussed text structure definition and icon: 
	  
 
  C/E definition 
	  
 
  C/E icon 
	  
   	    Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage (C/E) 
   	  Teacher modeled how to discriminate between text structures 
 
  P/S 
	  
   	  /2 Number of practice opportunities = 2 
	  
 
  	  /2 Teacher checked student responses 
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 6 School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
 
Practice discriminating between Problem/Solution and Cause/Effect 
   	    Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson: 
 
Discussed the authors’ intent for the Problem/Solution and Cause/Effect 
 
text structures 
	  
   	  NA Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons: 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structures 
   	  /7 Number of practice opportunities = 7 
	  
 
 
 	  /7 Teacher checked student responses 
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Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 7 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
 
Discriminate among the Descriptive and Relationship text structures 
   	  Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson: 
	  
 
  Discussed the author's intent for the Descriptive text structures 
  
 and the differences among them 
 
 
  Discussed the author's intent for the Relationship text structures 
  
 and the differences between them 
 
   	  NA Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons: 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structures 
   	  /5 Number of practice opportunities = 5 
	  
 
  	  /5 Teacher checked student responses 
	  
   	  	   	  
	  	  
	  	  
134 	   	   	  
   	  	  
Structures Treatment Fidelity Form 
Lesson 8 
School:	  
Teacher:	  
Grade:	  
Date:	  
  Teacher communicated lesson goal to students: 
 
 
Discriminate among the Descriptive and Relationship text structures 
   	  NA Teacher connected lesson to previous lesson 
 
   	  NA Teacher discussed text structure definitions and icons: 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to identify the text structure in the passage 
   	  NA Teacher modeled how to discriminate among text structure 
   	  /5 Number of practice opportunities = 5 
	  
 
 
 	  /5 Teacher checked student responses 
	  
   	   
